. This quotation was placed on the back of subsequent editions of Sansom's books and is also included in summaries of the author's biography. It is now commonplace in reviews to note that a historical novelist captures "even the smell" of a period. 4 A good example of this tendency is Carl Zimmer's study of Thomas Willis, which opens with an evocation of the smells of Restoration Oxford, but then discusses Willis's intellectual and medical work in a more conventional and less sensory tone; Zimmer, Soul Made Flesh: Thomas Willis, the English Civil War and the Mapping of the Mind (London, 2004), 3-5. More self-consciously literary is Simon Schama's bravura description of seventeenth-century Amsterdam that emulates genre paintings of the five senses; Schama, Rembrandt's Eyes (Harmondsworth, 1999) , 311-322. Revealingly, it begins with smell. 5 Mary Dobson, Tudor Odours (Oxford, 1997), 4. All the works in the series used this sentence.
with maximum pungency. Indeed, the Smelly Old History books for children incorporated scratch-and-sniff panels so that their readers could experience whiffs of medieval muckheaps, Victorian factory smoke, and Henry VIII's sweaty socks (complete with the aroma of gangrenous toe). 6 Adapting a technology that had become commonplace in children's books during the 1980s, this series was also following a scent trail laid by museums. In 1984, the Jorvik Viking Centre in York extended previous museological and commercial attempts to create vivid sensory experiences through the use of lighting, dioramas, and recorded sound, and pioneered the strategic release of odors in order to re-create the atmosphere of the tenth-century city. 7 These smells-seven in all-captured visitors' imaginations, particularly in the first years of Jorvik's hugely successful operation. 8 Since then, the use of odors, whether in Disneyfied displays or, more discreetly, in boxes from which the visitor can inhale, has become common in historical museums. 9 In recent years, the museumgoer has been able to experience the smells of a World War I trench, a Victorian slum, the spices traded in the eighteenth century, and a Tudor warship, to name but a few. 10 Such odorized presentations of history are deemed appropriate primarily for non-academic audiences, and especially for children; they also have a tendency to adopt a humorous and at times flippant tone. (The Smelly Old Histories were full of jokes.) Smells, it seems, still fit uneasily into the world of serious scholarship. 11 Many academics bridle at luxuriantly sensual descriptions of the past in a way that recalls the Oxford anthropologist E. E. Evans-Pritchard's notorious dismissal of Margaret Mead for producing a "rustling-of-the-wind-in-the-palm-trees kind of anthropological writing." 12 Jorvik's advocates displayed considerable anxiety about its olfactory dimension, and depictions of the past with perfumes can attract critical derision. 13 The Smelly Old History series sold extremely well, but one reviewer declared that it touched "rock bottom." 14 Others found it "crass," "mindless," and "a nasty idea," and sniffed at its "distinctly British flavour." 15 Such hostile commentary reveals a lot about the position of smell within contemporary Western culture. 16 To remark upon odors often violates decorum; to relish them is seen as characteristic of that stage of childhood in which the young person recognizes codes of politeness but has not yet fully internalized them. This attitude has deep historical roots. A venerable intellectual tradition has associated olfaction with the primitive and the childish. One can find claims about the great olfactory capacities of feral children as early as the seventeenth century. 17 Pronouncements that smell-based presentations are "naturally" suitable for the young, but not the mature, also echo the intellectual prejudice of a long line of philosophers, from Aquinas to the present day, who have barred smell from the domain of the aesthetic. 18 Although some contemporary artists and performers have used odors in their work without much adverse criticism, academics studying smell are all too often judged to be immersed in something not only insubstantial and ephemeral but also incapable of yielding any solid worth. 19 (One should add that this denigration often draws on the association of scent and the feminine.) Certainly, collaborating with chemists or scent-makers does not seem to enhance historians' status in the way that working with musicians committed to period performance or with curators seeking the original visual context of a painting can do.
Smell is not merely an absence from history writing. 16 The hostility was possibly compounded by the imperfect quality of the technology. I have not experienced these odors (I consulted copies in the carefully regulated and definitely no-scratching-allowed Special Collections Room of the Bodleian Library, Oxford, and secondhand copies give a new meaning to the term "used books"). However, it has been plausibly claimed that they all "smell . . is dominated by accounts of gradual erasure, by narratives of decline and deodorization. In museum exhibits and popular histories, odors, especially bad odors, signify historical distance and difference. 20 They are part of a world we have lost. Modernity has waged a "total war against smells," wrote the sociologist Zygmunt Bauman; "Western culture . . . is founded on a vast deodorization project," declared Alain Corbin. 21 However, although the term "deodorization" dominates the historiography, it has been used in divergent and potentially contradictory ways. It is often asserted that smells were more abundant in the past and that changes in the physical environment have dramatically reduced their prevalence; it is also asserted that smells have come to matter less because the cultural significance of olfaction has declined. These two arguments are frequently intertwined, but need to be distinguished.
"SMELLS THAT MANY PEOPLE TODAY would consider intolerable," the historian Connie Chiang has noted, "were once unavoidable and ubiquitous." 22 Most historians agree that their disappearance is a consequence of human action. In recent decades, developments in public health and sanitation from the eighteenth to the twentieth centuries have been styled a progressive conquest of stench. For Corbin, the late eighteenth century witnessed a "lowering of olfactory tolerance." He and other scholars of Enlightenment environmental medicine have argued that this led to concerted efforts to move graveyards to the edges of cities, to cleanse streets and markets, and to ventilate buildings in order to make them simultaneously healthier and sweeter-smelling. 23 Public health historians tell us that nineteenth-century sanitarians intensified this campaign to eradicate the stinking and putrescent sources of disease-inducing miasmas. The opinion of the Victorian health reformer Edwin Chadwick that "All smell is, if it be intense, immediate acute disease; and eventually . . . by depressing the system and rendering it susceptible to the action of other causes, all smell is disease," is often cited as both exemplifying and explaining this 20 project of deodorization. 24 From Paris to Valparaiso, the story goes, late-nineteenthand early-twentieth-century sewer systems made this ambition an actuality, more or less successfully removing the stench of excrement from urban public space. 25 The historiography of personal hygiene amplifies this tale of deodorization. Studies of Europe and North America have shown that from the late eighteenth century, and particularly from the mid-nineteenth, clothes were washed more often and bodies were increasingly subjected to novel regimes of regular bathing. As Georges Vigarello argued, the latter development marked a shift from dry forms of hygiene in which the body was cleansed and sweat removed by rubbing the skin and by changing one's linen, to water-based ones involving washing the skin and cleansing its pores. 26 During the same period, the middle and upper classes increasingly distanced themselves from the stink of the unwashed lower orders. 27 Over the course of the twentieth century, this drive to bathe, shower, and deodorize continued and spread through society. Soaps, deodorants, and other hygiene products were at the forefront of mass consumer culture, promoted by energetic education and advertising campaigns that stigmatized and sought to eradicate bodily odors. 28 By the 1960s, anthropologists could argue that "the extensive use of deodorants and the suppression of odor in public places" had made America "a land of olfactory blandness." 29 An "olfactory revolution," it seems, had occurred; modern society had become deodorized. 30 Nowadays noxious odors are said to be literal blasts from the past-a journalist traveling through twenty-first-century France claimed to have encountered a "medieval pong" emanating from an Alsatian drain. 31 The suggestion that drains get medieval on our noses perpetuates the medievalist, and for that matter imperialist, racist, and/or Orientalist, stereotype that "simpler societies" lived amid stench and squalor. It says little about the actual smellscapes of the past. 32 As these stereotypical assumptions are so widespread, it is worth emphasizing that the stench of excrement was probably most intense in historical settings marked by poverty and a rapid shift to urban living-moments and cultures better understood as experiencing or entering modernity than as immured in some "primitive" state. The ecological conditions that led to the Great Stink of London in 1858, for instance, were substantially produced by the spread of that modern convenience the water closet. 33 Claims that the impulse to deodorize originated in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries also ignore the many campaigns against environmental stench in earlier periods. Premodern urban and medical historians have demonstrated just how unhealthy foul odors were thought to be in the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth centuries, and how strenuously local and public authorities, not to mention individual households, sought to combat them through systematic cleansing and fumigation and through the control of malodorous trades. 34 Their findings call into question the usual portrayal of Enlightenment hygiene policies as a fresh departure. 35 Furthermore, to suggest that nineteenth-and twentieth-century sanitary developments amounted to a "total war against smells" on the part of modernity is thoroughly misleading, because the modern (however defined) embraced and emitted so many of them. 36 Perfumes, for instance, became more affordable and widespread in nineteenth-century Europe. 37 There was certainly a shift toward lighter scents, ones based on floral odors rather than musk, but this distanced commercial scent from signs and traces of the bodily; it did not disavow perfumery tout court. 38 Reminiscing about the "smells of days gone by," contributors to a Manchester local history forum in 2006-2008 recalled the smells of road tar, of newly painted buses and steam trains, and of factories making jam, soft drinks, cough medicines, and biscuits, evoking a city that in the mid-and later twentieth century was full of modern and specifically industrial smells. 39 All too often, historians' talk of deodorization unhelpfully confuses the removal of particular scents, notably fecal odors and the smells of human sweat, with the removal of all smells.
Indeed, as estimates of the number of odors discernible to humans vary between 10,000 and infinity, the way in which the histories of stench and of hygiene dominate the historiography of smell seems excessively to restrict Clio's nose. 40 There are many unexplored themes within the history of odors, and at least as many ways to link the subject to wider histories of cosmology, consumption, and the environment. Kari Telle, for instance, has found that in areas of rural Indonesia, theft is said to produce "a foul smell" that envelops the community as an olfactible sign of the violation of proper neighborly relations. 41 Many groups of people have commonly employed odors actively in order to demarcate and regulate space and time, not least in religious observance. As Susan Harvey has shown, the early Christian Church was initially extremely austere in its liturgical and ritual use of aromatics, distinguishing itself from the sacrificial and associated incense-burning practices of other Mediterranean religions. However, over the fourth and fifth centuries, it reodorized its devotions so that its services included abundant censing. 42 Although deodorizing powders and pastes were certainly at the forefront of mass commodity culture in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, other consumer goods filled the air. 43 In English novels of the 1860s, Janice Carlisle tells us, the odors of gin and geraniums, soap and sherry, were described and evoked in a precise and variegated osmology of social distinction; in the same decade, Charles Dickens catalogued City of London churches according to their various scents. 44 One could 38 doubtless produce similarly precise delineations of the social distribution, significance, and semiotic function of smells in many other genres, periods, and historical contexts. Moreover, the significance of particular odors changed over time. Tobacco, for instance, impacted pungently upon its surroundings as it became a global commodity. It appeared onstage in one early-seventeenth-century play as a figure accompanying the character Olfactus. 45 From the first, critics condemned its "incurable stinke" and "stinking smoke," a theme in anti-smoking discourse to this day, while its advocates celebrated its "aromatic" quality. 46 However, contests over the status of a smell were not peculiar to the history of this herb. Coffee, too, was denounced on olfactory grounds. In December 1657, the wardmote inquest of the parish of St. Dunstan's in the West in the City of London presented James Farr, a barber, "for makeing & selling of a Drinke called Coffee whereby in makeing the same he annoyeth his neighb[ou]rs by evill smells." 47 Such a complaint was inconceivable by the early eighteenth century, when coffeehouses were common in English urban life. 48 As the historian Edward Hatton wrote of this incident in 1708, "who would then have thought London would ever have had near 3000 such Nusances, and that Coffee would have been (as now) so much Drank by the best of Quality, and Physicians." 49 The process of habituation that Hatton noted-the way in which smells not only become unremarkable and thus disappear from the historical record, but also can more or less cease to be perceived-brings us to a crux in the history of smell more specifically. Many, probably most, of its historians do not try to calculate the concentrations of olfactible chemicals in a particular place and time as did the environmental archaeologists working on the Jorvik reconstruction. 50 "Smell is cultural" was the central claim of Aroma, the influential historical overview of the sense by Constance Classen, David Howes, and Anthony Synnott. 51 Smells, such scholars argue, are perceptual entities. Ontologically, they come into being in the period nose of the perceiver. The historian of smell therefore generally sees her-or himself as engaged in a form of social or cultural history, exploring the history of mentalities.
Their project is the reconstruction of the history of the sense of smell, of the classification and perceptions of odors and of their cultural meanings. 52 Nevertheless, this second historiographical tradition is at least as fond of narratives of deodorization as is the more materialist strand surveyed above. The pioneering early-and mid-twentieth-century historians of sensibility whose models still shape the field maintained that the sense of smell declined as cultures became more complex and more ocularcentric. Norbert Elias's 1930s account of the civilizing process argued that among "more civilized men," the eye acquires "a mounting significance . . . as the mediator of pleasure with the growing moderation of the affects." In this process, he hypothesized, "the sense of smell . . . comes to be restricted as something animal-like," and the ability "to distinguish . . . sounds [and] scents" is reduced. 53 "The sixteenth century did not see first," wrote the Annaliste historian of sensibilities Lucien Febvre in the 1940s, "it sniffed the air." Its poets, physicians, and philosophers, he argued, used and were attuned to "a whole set of acoustical and olfactory images that are somewhat surprising to us." 54 Writing two decades later, Robert Mandrou concurred, stating that in Renaissance France, "smell and taste, the most affective of the senses, were much more developed than they are with us." 55 Although scholars now are often more cautious in their formulations, many agree that the cultural significance of olfaction has declined in modern times. "There is no doubt," wrote Mark Smith, "that modernity helped deaden smell in favour of sight." Constance Classen is even more emphatic: "no sense," she declared in the early 1990s, "has suffered such a reversal of cultural fortune as smell." 56 Historians, sociologists, and psychologists have offered three general explanations for this supposed diminution of the olfactory. Some have argued that the significance of, and attention to, smell has declined as human society has detached itself from its natural surroundings; others have maintained that intellectual and/or technological shifts made visual skills more important and olfactory ones less so; others suggest simply that different societies have different ratios between the senses.
Mandrou and Elias exemplify the first school of thought. The former maintained that the cultural importance of olfaction during the sixteenth century indicated how early modern people "lived close to nature"; the latter argued that from the end of the Middle Ages, the significance of the non-visual senses declined as nature became 52 The conceptualization of the history of the senses in Anglophone countries was not helped when the subtitle of Corbin less threatening. 57 Both linked olfactory sensitivity to a lack of control over the emotions, and seem to have assumed that the sense of smell is inherently animalistic or instinctual and thus inclined to atrophy with civilization. Such thinking was strongly influenced by Freud's suggestion, first in his discussion of the Rat Man and then in Civilization and Its Discontents, that humankind's adoption of an erect posture led to the "depreciation of his sense of smell." 58 The image of premodern society as emotionally unstable and instinctively violent has been subjected to withering criticism in recent years. 59 Eliasian and Annaliste claims that societies that were closer to nature were therefore more sensitive to smells can now be recognized as versions of the theory that there have been human societies that inhabited the world in a state of unmediated natural sensuality, a model of the olfactory, rather than the ecological, Indian. 60 Not all stories of smell's decline invoke an origin myth of olfactory oneness with the natural environment. Various technologies have been presented as undermining the importance of olfaction: writing, printing, perspectival representation, and even urban living have all been judged to have placed a premium on sight that led to the diminution of smell and the other senses. 61 Recent histories of olfaction are less schematic. They generally agree that linear models of the historical development of the sensorium are oversimplified, and strongly reject claims that ancient, medieval, and early modern Europe was not predominantly ocularcentric. Nevertheless, because they center their work on whether there was a dramatic turning point in the history of the senses, a moment when smell declined and sight came to dominate, they perpetuate this old problematic even as they conclude that there was no such sensory caesura in European and American history. 62 Other scholars have been less technologically deterministic and less concerned with tracing change over time. Some anthropological accounts have suggested that each culture has a particular configuration of the senses that should be described ethnographically. "Every culture has its own sensory model based on the relative importance it gives to the different senses," declared Constance Classen in 1990. 63 David Howes writes that is "possible to think of cultures as contrasting in terms of the distinctive patterns to the interplay of the senses they present," further arguing that one can approach different cultures through their "sense ratios." 64 Such models may be fruitful ones for historians to develop, but this terminology-deriving ultimately from the work of Walter Ong and Marshall McLuhan-can leave readers with a homogenized image of culture; it gives the impression that the sensory regimes of different historical contexts might be represented as pie charts setting out what percentage of a period's sensory information was provided by olfaction, by touch, and so on. It can also misleadingly imply that the history of the senses has been a zero-sum game in which smell or some other sense or senses must diminish if (say) sight increases. 65 These stories of rise or decline generally treat the senses as physical capacities that were sharpened or dulled in each historical period. Other cultural historians argue that to write the history of smell, one should study the physiological models by which olfaction was understood and through which it was experienced. Changes in these understandings, such scholars imply, provide the chronological sequence by which to emplot smell's history. There has been considerably less research into the intellectual history of the sense of smell than into theories of vision or hearing, and this is not the occasion to attempt comprehensively to remedy that neglect. Nevertheless, there have clearly been shifts in the understanding of scents and scenting. Few people today would seriously entertain the possibility that the smell of a recently snuffed candle could cause death or miscarriage, an opinion found in European natural philosophical and medical writing from the second to the eighteenth centuries. 66 From ancient to relatively modern times, odors were commonly thought to have a direct physical effect upon whoever inhaled them because they were directly absorbed into the body. Within physiological models common from classical antiquity into the seventeenth century, odors were conceived of as fumes that were imbibed by a part of the brain; olfaction was thus a form of ingestion by which nutrients or poisons were conveyed into the body. 67 This understanding never commanded universal assent (not least because there was considerable debate about whether smell was an immaterial quality of particular airs or a more substantial entity). 68 Still, one might expect that attitudes to odors would have become less fraught after the anatomical work of Conrad Schneider and others demonstrated in the mid-seventeenth century that airs did not penetrate the front of the brain. 69 Yet although after circa 1700 olfaction was generally thought to be nervous in nature, Enlightenment and Victorian commentary, such as Chadwick's quoted above, understood smells as having considerable, and often dangerous, effects upon the body.
Germ theory revolutionized understandings of odors. As David Barnes has shown, in the 1880s and 1890s, medics moved from a conviction that noxious stinks were lethal to a confidence that, although offensive and indicative of unhealthy conditions, they were not in themselves particularly hazardous. Crucially, however, Barnes demonstrates that there was no equivalent epistemic shift in general attitudes toward foul odors. Indeed, like other scholars of the bacteriological revolution, he finds substantial continuities in attitudes. Because they could indicate likely sites for germs and hence of disease, bad smells continued to generate considerable sanitary anxiety and activity. Bacteriology was thus laid upon, and became entwined with, older miasmatic attitudes in what he terms a "sanitary-bacteriological synthesis." 70 Evidently, scholars should not assume that changes in the scientific models of sensory perception were or are necessarily translated into equivalent transformations in subjective understandings of sensation or perception. Indeed, the way in which contemporary historians describe current biomedical understandings as how "we" understand the senses reveals a remarkable faith in the bridging of the two cultures within the academy and an ignorance of the folk physiologies of contemporary society. 71 THE MORE MATERIALIST HISTORIES of smells are limited by their assumption that the disappearance of certain odors left environments empty of all smells; many of the failings of the cultural histories of olfaction stem from a similar tendency to generalize from a narrow range of case studies. They deal with smell in general and emplot a unitary history of olfaction. However, in recent years some cultural historians have begun to examine not whether odors mattered more in the past, but how and where particular odors mattered or were said to matter. One important strand of scholarship has drawn attention to the ways in which odor terms have been used to stigmatize social and ethnic groups in contexts ranging from the medieval Middle East to modern Nigeria. 72 Holly Dugan, for instance, has shown how in late medieval and early modern pageantry and drama, the metaphorical and symbolic languages of odors constructed social and sexual distinction. 73 In his study of slavery and segregation, Mark Smith has pushed this further, arguing not only that "stereotypes concerning black scent percolated . . . deeply into colonial society," but also that the olfactory was extremely important within the phenomenological as well as the symbolic construction of racial categories. 74 Environmental historians, meanwhile, have uncovered the smells at the core of conflicts over pollution. Joy Parr, for example, has unpacked the perceptions of the risk presented by a heavy water plant operating on the Canadian shores of Lake Huron between the 1970s and 1990s by examining the various interpretations of the hydrogen sulfide stench that it intermittently emitted. On the California coast in the early twentieth century, it was not the smell of rotten eggs but the odor of squid and sardines that polarized opinion. Whereas the tourism industry characterized it as intolerable, advocates of the fishing industry declared it to be no more than a minor note in the smellscape of Monterey. How these competing constructions of the olfactory environment were adjudicated, Connie Chiang points out, reflected not the prevailing wind but the prevailing distribution of power. 75 Odors can signify in less expected ways. In imperial Rome, the scent of roses escaped the common philosophical condemnations of perfumery because it had become emblematic of the qualities of Italy; for the modern Greek diaspora, the smell of basil is imbued with meaning and stimulates the recollection of home. 76 In her subtle examination of the olfactory dimensions of early Christianity, Susan Harvey has explored how in the fourth and fifth centuries, incense articulated and materialized an anti-dualist theology: as the fragrant smoke was sensed and inhaled by worshippers, so "at the incarnation the divine . . . entered into matter, sanctifying . . . the whole of material existence." 77 Jonathan Gil Harris has attributed to odors an even more potent capacity for actualization, arguing that the sulfurous smell of firecrackers used onstage could have conjured up memories of gunpowder plots in the early audiences of William Shakespeare's Macbeth, evoking the experience of an explosion that had not actually taken place. 78 Further studies will doubtless lead to an even more diverse cultural historical osmology that will decisively take us away from attempts to construct linear narratives of smell and the other senses in favor of a more complex historical anthropology of odors.
YET FOR ALL THE VARIETY, vividness, and interest of this impressive scholarship, there are problems with its assumptions and framework. Most of this historiography treats the history of smell either as part of the history of the environment or as part of the history of human culture. The two approaches stand on different sides of a methodological canyon that marks the nature/culture boundary. Most scholars who have written about the history of smell probably self-identify more or less strongly with cultural approaches to the subject, perceiving statements about the biology of sense perception as not only anti-historicist but also anti-historical. 79 Yet when one examines this "soft" cultural historiography more closely, one finds the same polarity at its core. Indeed, by insisting that smell "is . . . not simply a biological and psychological phenomenon" but rather "cultural," social and cultural historians and anthropologists end up reinscribing precisely this nature/culture divide. A second strand in the same literature draws this distinction in a slightly more sophisticated way. This body of scholarship writes about how sensation-sometimes characterized as sense data-is mediated, organized, and/or interpreted in a variety of culturally and historically specific ways, through grids of meaning, or through culturally specific lenses, or according to the perceptual lexicon of this or that society or class. For example, in their introduction to the 1990 collection Medicine and the Five Senses, W. F. Bynum and Roy Porter described the contributors as wrestling with the question of "how . . . the faculties of the mind convert the raw data of the senses into something like coherence." 80 This approach again depends upon a distinction between the physical (understood as non-historical) and the cultural (which processes information in a historically specific and variable way). Moreover, as the anthropologist Tim Ingold has shown in his impressive overview and critique of this literature, these rhetorics and models depend upon and reaffirm a dichotomy between the human subject and the environment that she or he occupies. 81 This distinction is singularly inappropriate for the history of smell. As we have seen, in many historical settings odors have been understood as being incorporated, as being taken into the body, and as thereby transforming the person. In other words, the human/environment boundary was neither absolute nor impermeable. When Michel de Montaigne wrote that odors affected his animal spirits and consequently his state of mind, he was expressing an entirely conventional early modern sentiment. 82 In the twentieth century, workers in factories that emitted hydrogen sulfide recognized that they would be changed physically by the inhalation of this gas-it would reduce their ability to discern smells. 83 All this points toward a richer, quasi-ecological, history of smell and the senses that examines simultaneously the person or people perceiving and the environment that they inhabited.
Furthermore, certain of the presuppositions built into the structure of this forum need to be challenged. Although the contributors were not asked to adopt a preferred emblem to symbolize their subject, this group of essays does look a bit like a twenty-first-century equivalent of those sets of allegorical depictions of the five senses that European artists used to produce. 84 (Smell was depicted as, among other things, a bunch of flowers, a keen-nosed hound, and a vulture.) 85 A number of studies already acquaint us with other, different, historical and cultural conceptions of the senses: medieval and early modern European authors debated whether speech should be reckoned a sense, and according to Ian Ritchie, the Hausa language contains only one word for all the non-visual senses. 86 We risk naturalizing the five-sense model of perception through the pentad organization of our contributions, which could easily be taken as implying that, although the interrelations and relative significance of the senses have varied through history, sensorially unimpaired human beings have invariably perceived the world in a fivefold way. 87 In the wake of Judith Butler's theorizing of sex and gender, various historians have argued that scholars should be tracing the changing articulation and establishment of sexual difference rather than mapping the changing meanings attributed to physical difference. 88 In a similar vein, one could argue that, rather than producing histories of smell, taste, hearing, touch, and sight, we should be investigating how and when the five-sense model has been established and how it has been maintained.
At a less abstract and more significant level, historians need to explore the senses as a form of practice, which is both situated and intersensorial. Constructing or examining taxonomies of the senses does not reveal very much about how sensory perception worked in particular historical settings. 89 This is perhaps especially the case with the sense of smell, which has commonly been recognized as intimately bound up with taste. Moreover, as the cultural geographer Douglas Porteous made clear in his pioneering discussion of smellscape, odors in and of themselves provide very little information about their origin and can rarely, if ever, be considered without assistance from the other senses. 90 This observation is borne out by a fresh examination of Jean-Noël Hallé's 1790 reports to the Société Royale de Médecine on the condition of the Seine and its banks. Alain Corbin remarked that "the idea of writing a book about the perception of odors" came to him while he was reading these pages, claiming, "There is no reference anywhere in the text to anything visual." He was mistaken. Hallé's account records a good number of visual impressions as well as information derived from his sense of touch. He wrote, for example, of mud that was "black and smelled bad," and found that past the Arsenal sewer the bank was formed from earth that was "soft, deep, greyish on the surface, black when you stir it, when it gives off a bad odour." 91 That Hallé noted the findings of several senses is hardly surprising: most perception is intensely intersensory. Psychological studies find not only that information derived from one sense strongly influences what is perceived by another, but also that perception is usually based upon the correlation of "multisensorially determined sensations." 92 Writing on the acoustemology and the sound world of the Kaluli people of Bosavi, a forest area of Papua New Guinea, the anthropologist Steven Feld has described how their "vision-sound interplays are . . . locationally intersensual to smell," with the sound of a creek by sago palms cognitively entangled with the smell of the sago. 93 Historians can profitably extend and refine this style of analysis by analyzing the roles of smelling within the bodily repertoires of particular occupations or within specific ways of being in the world. 94 In the process, we will cease to describe or even to reverse the deodorization of the past, but delineate instead the totality of bodily techniques in various historical moments. (Cambridge, 1988 
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